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Amended 



REMAl 



claims 89, 98. 107 and 108 are ponding in the application and are 



submitted for review. 



Cla 



m§ 89 



amended 



98, 107 and 108 are independent claims. These claims have been 
o further specify and dlstinguis l the art claimed within this application i 
per 1 the te econference between the Applicant and Examiner dated 1/4/06. Thai te 
amendments have been also made to furtfier distinguish the art In tWS applies tlon 
from the ( rior art sited, including specifically DeLaHuerga 6,408,330 and Roar 
5,823, 948 . As previously stated the appllc ant has amended these four 
indbpend >nt claims to more clearly distinguish the novelty and art of this 



invent!' 



on 



over prior art 



mdependimt 



ipattd 



mpndmc nts 



108 



antic! 

therefore, 
10| and 



elements 
rmjdical 
bicjmetric 
records 



database 
th^ patentable 
Examiner 
asjslgnlnn 
digital record 
respectftilly 



m BEST AVAILABLE 




Claims 107 and 108 are beln< i rejected under 35 (JSC 102 e as being 
by Delahuerga 6,408,330. It is "espectrully submitted that these 
to claims 107 and 108 addre is the 35 USC 102 rejections and, 
Delahuerga does not teach eac i and every element of amended claims: 
. Specifically, the Applicant hits amended claims 107 and 108 with the! 
of using an optical scanner toe naate a digital matrix layer of the orij jlnsjj 
records, said optical scanner alrr ultaneously embedding a physician j 
characteristic watermartV and means for authenticating the dfgltal j 
comparison to a physician blc metric characteristic watermark 
Further, the applicant has amended the claims to more clearly point out 

novelty of the claims per 37 CFR 1.111 (c). In addition, the 
has cited Delahuerga column 4 1 lines 23-32 has "simultaneously j 
and embedding a first physician blometric characteristic Into eachjsaM 
...."The Applicant has care! ully reviewed this citation and j 
points out to the Examiner tr at there Is only a reference to a j 



ty 



t- 

_1 



Q0Q I 3W 



Ulcd <L3 : I I 98-6I-Nt»r 



"wajtermar ced 
"blqmetrlc 
claljns 101 



Ind 



[^pendent 



scripted signature" in this 
characteristic." Therefore, glveh 
and 108 under 36 USC 102 should 



BEST AVAILABLE C0f>Y 

c tation and no reference to a physician 
all of the above, the rejection of 
be withdrawn. 



Claims 89 and 98 are being rejected under 35 USC 103 (a) as belnjg 
unpatentable over Ross 5,823,948 In view of DelaHuerga 6,408,330. It la 
respectful ly submitted that these amendments to claims 89 and 98 address thi» 35 



USC 103 coviou* rejections outlined In tho latest 11/30/05 Office Action. Ross 
DelLhuerga do not teach each and every e ement of the claim limitations of 
amended claims 89 and 98 to support an c bvlouaness claim. The applicant 
Wlcal y points to the addition of the oj iticel scanner notations in the dalnjs, 
the additional element of the optical acanner creating a &gM4lMJB&i 
layer of tti e digital records, and simultane auaiv embedding a digital pftvtfcll 
■ature watermark and identifier watem ajje. The applicant, in his opening 



and! 



SlflSS 
rernai 



irks, has given ample justification for these amendments bass on the neejd 
for authenticating digital medical records and for correctly identifying patient^ ; 
while pro acting their creditworthiness and confidentiality. In addition. It would ■ 
not have »een obvious to one skilled In tti e art to make the combinations of 
elements contained In these amended cla Ims. In addition, these is no augges ton j 
of motiva Hon on the part of Ross and Del ihuerga to make this combination o r j 
claim elements. In addition, there is no suggestion of a reasonable expectation of, 
success >n the part of Ross and Delahue rga for making the combination of 
elements contained In these amended cla ims. Therefore, the rejection of claims 
89 and 98 under 35 USC 103 should be wjthdrawn. 

i 

Clklms fl)-97 are being rejected under 36|USC 103 as being unpatentable over 
Ross in view of OeLaHuerga. Claims 90-97 depend from claim 89. Therefore, the j 
reasons iet forth above distinguishing claim 89 apply equally here and are 
Infcorpor sited herein. Thus, for at least thl above Identified reasons Ross In ylew j 
of' DelaHuerga does not teach each and tjvery element of claims 90-97 to support 
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an 
97 



obviousness rejection under 35 USC 103. Therefore, the rejection of 
i nder 35 USC 103 as being unpatented » over Rose In view of DelaJtuerga 
should be withdrawn. 



im 994106 are being rejected under 3*'USC 103 as being unpatentable pysjr 
Rocs In vl >w of DeLaHuerga. Claims 99-108 depend from claim 98. Therefore, ithe j 
reasons s*t forth above distinguishing claim 89 apply equally hers and are 

herein. Thus, for at least the above identified reasons Ross In vl< iw | 
does not teach each and ©Very element of claims 99-106 to sup »ort j 
rejection under 35 USC 103. Therefore, the rejection of data* 99- j 
35 USC 103 as being unpatentable over Ross in view of Delahuerga 
be! withdrawn. < 



Cla 



Incorporated 
of pelaHuprga 
an 



IOC 



obviousness 



undei 
should 



respectfully submits that alj 102 and 103 rejections to the clalmf 
addressed by virtus of these expended claims. The applicant 
fy requests that the examiner aljow amended claims 89-108 as 
presented herein. 
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